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in. REMARKS 

Claims 1-17 are pending in this application. Applicants do not acquiesce 
correctness of the rejections and reserve the right to present specific arguments 
rejected claims not specifically addressed. Further, Applicants reserve the right to 
scope of the subject matter of the original claims in a subsequent patent application 
priority to the instant application. Reconsideration in view of the following 
respectfully requested. 

In the Office Action, claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 as 
indefinite. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
over Yamauchi et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,649,102), hereafter "Yamauchi" in view 
al (U.S. Patent No. 5,649,102), hereafter "Hayashi." 

Initially, Applicants respectfully submit that the Office Action mailed by 
incomplete. Applicants' amendment of February 17, 2005 in response to the Offide 
November 17, 2004 included three new claims, claims 14-17- The Office did not 
claims in the Final Office Action dated June 10, 2005. Accordingly, Applicants 
request that the Office provide a new paper that indicates the status of these claim^ 
the finality of the rejection. 

With initial regard to the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection over Yamauchi in 
Applicants continue to assert that there is no motivation for combining the 
Specifically, no reasonable intrinsic or extrinsic justification exists for the proposed 
In Yamauchi, access to shared data is granted to a particular computer by 
of the shared data to the computer for a period of time. Col 20, lines 1-5. During 
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owning computer in Yamauchi has complete control of the data and other computers needing 
access to the data are suspended. Col. 20, lines 1-10. When the computer has cor ipleted its use 
of the data and an ACQUIRE command has been received from another computer, the computer 
transfers ownership of the data to the other computer. CoL 20, lines 17-19. In contrast, Hayashi 
teaches two ways of ensuring the integrity of a shared resource, shared processing in which all of 
the processors symmetrically perform the processing of the integrity guarantee and local 



processing in which only one processor module assigned to the resource performs 



of the integrity guarantee. Col. 5, lines 7-19. These two states in Hayashi are toggled depending 
on whether access to the resource is evenly distributed or one processor dominates; access. CoL 

5, lines 25-38. As such, the transferred data ownership of Yamauchi is incompati >le with the 
toggled integrity processing states of Hayashi. Furthermore, in Yamauchi *\ . .there is no physical 
memory shared by the computers." Col. 8, lines 40-41. To this extent, Yamauchi teaches away 
from the shared memory that the Office asserts is provided in Hayashi. Accordingly, the Office 
has failed to prove a prime facie case of obviousness and Applicants request witharawal of the 
rejection. 

With further regard to the 35 U.S.C. §103(a) rejection over Yamauchi in view of Hayashi, 
Applicants assert that the combined features of the cited references fail to teach orj suggest each 
and every feature of the claimed invention. For example, with respect to independent claims 1, 

6, 9, 1 1 and 12, Applicants submit that, contrary to the assertion of the Office, Ha:rashi fails to 
teach scope definitions for association with respective computer system resources to determine 
the scope of access and change rights for the computer system resources and for determining 
whether the computer system resources should be stored in said shared access memory, and for 
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by reference 



thati 



resources 



identifying computer system resources to which a command is to be applied 
associated scope definitions. The Office argues that the shared access control unit 
teaches this feature. Office Action, page 9. However, the shared access control 
merely converts between a shared processing operation and a local processing 
manages and maintains the access state at each processor module and collects 
judge whether each resource is the object of the shared processing operation or the: 
local processing operation. Col. 7, lines 1-31. However, Hayashi never teaches 
determines the scope of access and changes rights for the computer system 
whether the computer system resources should be stored in shared access memory); 
computer system resources to which a command is to be applied. In contrast, the 
invention includes "...scope definitions for association with respective computer 
resources to determine the scope of access and change rights for the computer 
and for determining whether the computer system resources should be stored in 
access memory, and for identifying computer system resources to which a 
applied by reference to their associated scope definitions." Claim 1 . As such, the 
definitions of the cl aimed invention do not merely toggle resource integrity 
does Hayashi, but instead are used to determine the scope of access and change ri 
computer system resources; to determine whether the computer system resources 
stored in shared access memory, and to identify computer system resources to 
is to be applied. Thus, the scope definitions as included in the present invention 
equivalent to the toggling in Hayashi. Yamauchi does not cure this deficiency. 
Applicants respectfully request that the Office withdraw its rejection. 
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With further respect to independent claim 1, and with respect to claims 8 
Applicants respectfully submit that, contrary to the Office's assertion, Yamauchi 
suggest, inter alia, at least one command target qualifier indicating that a commarid 
targeted to all members of the group of cooperating communication managers 
that this feature is taught in Yamauchi by a combination of a description of a pack 
single destination computer field and a general statement that "[t]hi s packet is thep 
the computers having the corresponding shares data or to all computers." Col. 12, 
However, these passages in Yamauchi merely teach that a number of instances of 
having a single source computer field are transmitted to computers having the 
shared data and does not teach an indicator that a command should be targeted to 
the group located in the packet itself. 

As further evidence that a single packet is sent to each computer, Yamaucljii 
teaches that its shared data identifier assigning unit "„ .generates a packet containing 
which is sent to another computer/' Col. 9, lines 25-29. To this extent, a packet 
sent to only one other computer, meaning that the destination computer field does 
members of a group. The present invention, in contrast, includes *\ . .at least one 
qualifier indicating that a command should be targeted to all members of the grou^) 
cooperating communication managers." Claim 1. As such, in contrast to Yamaudhl 
one command target qualifier of the claimed invention indicates whether a cornmdnd 
targeted to all members of the group of cooperating communication managers, 
in Yamauchi does not have a field that is equivalent to the at least one command 
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of the claimed invention. Hayashi does not cure this deficiency. Accordingly, Applicants 
request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

With further respect to independent claims 6, 9 and 1 1, Applicants respectfully 
that, contrary to the Office's statement, Yamauchi does not teach or suggest, inter 
command interface for a computer program for issuing commands for administration 
computer program . Instead, as stated above, the passage of Yamauchi cited by tho 
a packet that contains a number of fields. CoL 12, lines 10-23. However, Yamauchi 
its packets synchronize shared data and does not teach or suggest that they issue 
administration of a computer program. In contrast, the claimed invention include^ 
command interface for a computer program for issuing commands for administration 
computer program." Claim 6. As such, the command interface as included in the 
invention is not merely used to synchronize shared data as are the packets in Yamkuchj 
instead are for issuing commands for administration of the computer program 
reason, the command interface of the claimed invention is not equivalent to the 
Yamauchi . Hayashi does not cure this deficiency. Accordingly, Applicants requejst 
Officers rejection be withdrawn. 

With regard to the Office's other arguments regarding dependent claims, AjppHcants 
herein incorporate the arguments presented above with respect to independent claims 
above. In addition, Applicants submit that all dependant claims are allowable 
distinct features. However, for brevity, Applicants will forego addressing each oflthese 
rejections individually, but reserve the right to do so should it become necessary. 
Applicants respectfully request that the Office withdraw its rejection. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

In light of the above, Applicants respectfully submit that all claims are in condition for 
allowance, Should the Examiner require anything further to place the application in better 
condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact Applicants* undersigned 
representative at the number listed below. 



Hoffman, Warnick & D'Alessandro LLC 
Three E-Comm Square 
Albany, New York 12207 
(518)449-0044 
(518)449^0047 (fax) 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: August 10, 2005 




'Ronald A. D'Ale; 
Reg. No.: 42,456 
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